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CONFORMITY, DEVIATION, AND LEADERSHIP AS A
FUNCTION OF FEEDBACK IN  GROUPS
AUSTIN FLINT 
ABSTRACT
T w enty-six  groups o f  f iv e  s u b je c ts  each were s tu d ie d  to  determ ine 
th e  e f f e c t s  o f  feedback  on subsequent group b e h a v io r . Feedback was 
g iv en  w hile th e  group problem  so lv in g  was s t i l l  i n  p ro c e ss . Each group 
was g iven  te n  problem s, each to  be so lv e d  in d iv id u a l ly ,  b e fo re  and  a f t e r  
a  d isc u s s io n  p e r io d . The use o f  an analog  computer p e rm itte d  th e  ex­
p e rim en te r to  g ive  feedback  on th e  f i r s t  s o lu t io n  b e fo re  th e  d isc u s s io n  
began on each  problem . In  o n e -h a lf  o f  th e  groups each  member was t o ld  
th e  e x te n t  o f  h i s  d e v ia tio n  from o th e r  members as w e ll a s  how ac c u ra te
h i s  s o lu t io n  was. The rem ain ing  groups were g iven  th e  same problem s b u t
1
no feedback was a d m in is te re d . The c r i t e r i o n  m easures c o n s is te d  o f  f i n a l  
accu racy , f i n a l  agreem ent between members, s t a b i l i t y  from th e  f i r s t  
s o lu t io n  to  th e  second, amount o f  tim e each  member ta lk e d  d u rin g  d is c u s ­
s io n , a t t r a c t i o n  to  th e  group and esteem  o f  o th e r  members. I t  was found 
th a t  members o f  groups which had  re c e iv e d  feedback  were more a c c u ra te  in  
t h e i r  f i n a l  s o lu t io n ,  and were s l i g h t l y  more a t t r a c t e d  to  th e  group. 
D eviant members w ith  in a c c u ra te  s o lu t io n s  were more r e lu c ta n t  to  accep t 
th e  m a jo r ity  o p in io n  u n le s s  th e y  had been inform ed o f  t h e i r  p o s i t io n .  
Group members who were more a c c u ra te  th an  o th e r  members were much more 
l i k e l y  to  a tte m p t le a d e rsh ip  i f  th e y  had knowledge o f  t h e i r  accuracy  
th a n  i f  th e y  d id  n o t.
CHAPTER I  
INTRODUCTION
This in v e s t ig a t io n  was undertaken  to  show th a t  a  member o f  a  group 
who knows th e  e x te n t o f  h is  a b i l i t y ,  w i l l  gauge h is  le a d e rsh ip  a ttem p ts  
more in  keeping w ith  h is  a b i l i t y  th an  a  member who has l i t t l e  o r  no 
knowledge o f  h is  a b i l i t y .
This a b i l i t y ,  o f  co u rse , must be re le v a n t  to  th e  group problem . In  
a  new s i tu a t io n ,  a  p rev io u s ly  s u c c e ss fu l l e a d e r 's  a ttem p ts  to  le a d  w i l l  
be su c c e ss fu l to  th e  e x te n t th a t  o th e r  members p e rce iv e  th e  new s i t u a ­
t i o n  as s im ila r  to  th e  p rev ious one.
I t  should  be q u ite  e v id e n t th a t  th e  most ab le  member o f  a  group, 
who by d e f in i t io n  i s  a lso  a  d e v ia te , i s  i n  th e  b e s t  p o s i t io n  o f  any mem­
b e r  to  a s s i s t  th e  group in  ach iev in g  i t s  g o a ls . H is a b i l i t y  p erm its  him 
to  rew ard o th e r  members by le a d in g  them to  th e  c o r re c t  s o lu t io n  o f  th e  
problem . L eadership  th rough  a b i l i t y  i s  co n s id e red  p e rm iss iv e , as d is ­
t in g u ish e d  from co erc iv e  (th rough  power) and r e s u l t s  i n  p r iv a te  a c c e p t­
ance o f  in flu e n c e  as  w e ll as  p u b lic . The ab le  member i s  a lso  more 
l ik e ly  to  a ttem p t le a d e rsh ip  s in c e  h is  s e lf -e s te e m  w i l l  be h ig h e r  (B ass, 
I960).
In  a  p rob lem -so lv ing  s i tu a t io n ,  d if fe re n c e s  in  a b i l i t y  o f  members 
may o r  may n o t become reco g n ized  by th e  members, depending upon th e  
amount o f  feedback a v a ila b le  to  them. In  a  maximized feedback s i t u a ­
t i o n ,  more capable members would be id e n t i f i e d  to  th e  group as a  whole,
2and. so lv in g  th e  problem -would sim ply be a  m a tte r  o f  d isse m in a tin g  th e  
in fo rm atio n  from th e  a b le  member(s) to  th e  r e s t  o f  the  g roup . In  groups 
w ith  a  minimum o f  feedback , in  -which group members have a b s o lu te ly  no 
clue  a s  to  who p o ssesses  th e  most in fo rm a tio n , p r o d u c t iv i ty  o f  th e  group 
(su ccess  in  problem  so lv in g ) would be a  fu n c tio n  o f  th e  sp u rio u s  c o r r e ­
la t io n  between a ttem p ted  le a d e rsh ip  and i n i t i a l  a b i l i t y .
In  th e  p r e s e n t  s tu d y , th e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  th e  ex p e rim en ta l 
(feed b ack ) and th e  c o n tro l  (no feedback) groups la y  w ith in  th e se  l i m i t s ,  
b u t c lo se  to  th e  ex trem es. The groups d i f f e r e d  p r im a r ily  in  th e  degree 
o f  confidence th e  members had  in  t h e i r  own a b i l i t y ,  and how c lo se  to  
r e a l i t y  t h i s  confidence co u ld  be co n s id e red . In d iv id u a l members o f  th e  
ex p erim en ta l groups were inform ed a s  to  th e  e x te n t  o f  t h e i r  own a b i l i t y ,  
b u t were to ld  n o th in g  about th e  a b i l i t y  o f  th e  o th e r  members. Ihey  were 
a lso  inform ed o f  th e  e x te n t o f  t h e i r  d e v ia tio n  from o th e r  members. On 
th e  o th e r  hand, c o n tro l  groups nev er re c e iv e d  any in fo rm a tio n  concern ing  
member accu racy . W hatever confidence c o n tro l  group members had in  t h e i r  
own a b i l i t y  was d e riv ed  from t h e i r  f a m i l i a r i t y  w ith  th e  problem , n o t  from 
any o u ts id e  so u rce .
Ihe  problem s chosen f o r  t h i s  s tu d y  were in t e n t io n a l ly  d i f f i c u l t .  
Coleman (1958) found t h a t  th e  tendency  f o r  group members to  conform to  
s o c ia l  p re s s u re s  was g r e a te r  when th e  problem  was d i f f i c u l t .  A lso ,
Boomer (1959) was ab le  to  change s u b je c ts ' s o lu tio n s  much more r e a d i ly  
when th e y  r a te d  them selves l e s s  th a n  100$ c o n fid e n t in  t h e i r  own s o lu ­
t io n s .  Ihe problem s in  th e  p re se n t s tu d y  were designed  so t h a t  th e  
average accu racy  would be c lo se  to  chance.
3Background o f  th e  Problem
In  p rev io u s  re se a rc h  d e a lin g  w ith  th e  r e a c t io n  o f  th e  d e v ia te  to  
con fo rm ity  p re s s u re ,  th e  d e v ia te  d isp la y e d  a  s tro n g  tendency  to  subm it 
to  th e  group r a th e r  th an  r i s k  a ttem p tin g  to  le a d  them and in v i t e  r e j e c ­
t i o n .  W heeler and Jo rdan  ( 1929) found t h a t  th e  d e v ia te  te n d s  to  go 
along  w ith  th e  m a jo r ity  o p in io n . They m easured S s * i n i t i a l  a t t i t u d e s  by 
q u e s tio n n a ire s .  Ss were a g a in  g iven  th e  q u e s tio n n a ire s  a f t e r  th e  m ajo r­
i t y  o p in io n  had  been re v e a le d . Changes in  o p in io n  from th e  f i r s t  to  th e  
second q u e s tio n n a ire  were p redom inantly  in  th e  d i r e c t io n  o f  th e  m a jo r i ty  
o p in io n .
More r e c e n t ly ,  F e s tin g e r  e t .  a l .  (1952) a r t i f i c i a l l y  d e s ig n a te d  
d e v ia te s  and co n fo rm ists  in  g roups. D ev ia tes  showed g r e a te r  re a d in e ss  
to  change and d isp la y e d  le s s  confidence ab o u t t h e i r  o p in io n s . They con­
c lu d ed  w ith , " I f  a  d if fe re n c e  o f  o p in io n  e x i s t s  among members o f  a  group 
concern ing  some re le v a n t  i s s u e ,  th en  to  th e  e x te n t  t h a t  th e r e  i s  no 
c l e a r ly  dem onstrable way o f  a s c e r ta in in g  which o p in io n  i s  c o r r e c t ,  sub­
je c t iv e  f e e l in g s  o f  th e  c o r re c tn e s s  o f  one o p in io n  w i l l  depend upon ob­
ta in in g  agreem ents from th e  group, and p re s s u re s  tow ard  u n ifo rm ity  w i l l  
d ev e lo p ."  (p . 3kk) In  term s o f  th e  p re s e n t  s tu d y , d e v ia te  members o f  
th e  c o n tro l  group would be ex p ec ted  to  r e s ig n  t h e i r  o p in io n  and acq u i­
esce  to  th e  m a jo r ity  o p in io n .
In  a n o th e r  s tu d y , Rasmussen and Zander (195*0 found t h a t  th e  d e v i­
a te  ten d s  to  conform to  th e  group o p in io n . This con fo rm ity  was seen  as  
a  fu n c tio n  o f  th e  member's a t t r a c t i o n  to  th e  group. I f  th e  d e v ia te  i s  
s tro n g ly  a t t r a c t e d  to  th e  group, he p e rc e iv e s  h im se lf  as  a  f a i l u r e  i f  he 
does n o t conform .
In  th e  p rev io u s  s tu d ie s  th e n , d e v ia n t members ten d ed  to  abandon
kt h e i r  p o s i t io n  and change i n  th e  d i r e c t io n  o f  th e  o th e r  members1 o p in io n . 
T his tendency  su g g ests  a  r e g re s s io n  o f  re sp o n ses  tow ard th e  group mean. 
A c tu a lly , th e re  i s  u s u a lly  some improvement o f  th e  p ro d u c t over th e  
average o f  th e  in d iv id u a l  p ro d u c ts  (B arto n , 1926; W also n ,.1928; G urnee, 
1937, and M aier, 1950)* Thorndike (1938) u sed  an i n i t i a l  and group 
s o lu t io n  system  on a  tw o-choice problem . While o b ta in in g  t h e i r  i n i t i a l  
re sp o n se s , he a lso  had  s u b je c ts  s t a t e  how c o n f id e n t th e y  were o f  t h e i r  
s o lu t io n s .  Thorndike to o , found t h a t  th e  group p ro d u c t was more a c c u r­
a te  th an  th e  mean in d iv id u a l  p ro d u c t. He a lso  found t h a t  d e v ia te s  who 
were c o r r e c t  in  t h e i r  i n i t i a l  s o lu t io n  showed a  g r e a te r  degree o f  c o n f i ­
dence th a n  d e v ia te s  who were wrong. This l a s t  f in d in g  th e n , cou ld  
p o s s ib ly  accoun t from some o f  th e  improvement o f  th e  group perform ance 
o v er th e  in d iv id u a l .
The i n t e n t  o f  th e  ex p e rim en ta l m an ip u la tio n s  in  t h i s  s tu d y  was to  
in c re a se  th e  confidence o f  th e  d e v ia te  who i s  r i g h t ,  d ec rease  th e  c o n f i ­
dence o f  th e  d e v ia te  who i s  wrong, and show s ig n i f i c a n t ly  d i f f e r e n t  be­
h a v io r  r e s u l t s  in  th e se  members a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  th e  tre a tm e n t, as 
compared to  c o n tro l  groups re c e iv in g  no tre a tm e n t.
Hypotheses
I t  was h y p o th esized  th a t  a  member r e c e iv in g  feedback  would a ttem p t 
to  persuade o th e rs  when he knows he i s  more c o r r e c t  th a n  th e y  a r e ,  and 
t h a t  members who a re  l e s s  c o r r e c t  th an  o th e rs  would d is p la y  few er 
a tte m p ts  to  le a d . R iecken ( 1953) su g g ests  t h i s  tendency  to  a ttem p t 
le a d e rsh ip  i s  a  fu n c tio n  o f  p e r s o n a l i ty  ( r e s i s t a n t  v s . d o c i le  members), 
b u t th e  p re se n t a n a ly s is  c o n s id e rs  d if f e re n c e s  in  a ttem p ts  to  le a d  above 
and beyond th e  p e r s o n a l i ty  f a c to r .  G erard  (1953) found a  s tro n g
5tendency fo r  members to  agree w ith  "e x p e rts"  ( in f e r r e d  by E) i n  groups 
d isp la y in g  h e te ro g e n e ity  o f  o p in io n . These p re ssu re s  to  ag ree  w ith  "ex­
p e r t s "  o ccu rred  even among m a jo r ity  members. P ryer and Bass ( l 959) sug­
g e s te d  as one ex p la n a tio n  o f  g re a te r  improvement in  perform ance o f  groups 
re c e iv in g  feedback on problem accu racy , t h a t  feedback  groups ten d ed  to  
g ive more a t te n t io n  to  members shown to  p o ssess  in fo rm atio n  on p rev ious 
problem s. I t  fo llow s th en , t h a t  members who know th e  e x te n t o f  t h e i r  
own accuracy  and d e v ia tio n , would be ab le  to  use t h i s  in fo rm atio n  to  
improve th e  group perform ance.
I t  was f u r th e r  h ypo thesized  th a t  s u b je c ts ' i n i t i a l  accuracy  and 
agreem ent would c o r re la te  l e s s  w ith  t h e i r  f i n a l  accu racy  i f  th e y  were 
inform ed o f  t h e i r  i n i t i a l  accuracy  and agreem ent, th a n  i f  th e y  were n o t.  
That i s ,  th e  m a jo r i ty  o f  members in  th e  feedback groups w i l l  be w il l in g  
to  re s ig n  from t h e i r  i n i t i a l  s o lu tio n  and ac c ep t an o th er s o lu t io n  which 
th ey  co n sid e r to  be more a c c u ra te . I t  was a lso  h y p o th esized  th a t  mean 
f in a l  accuracy  would be h ig h e r  f o r  feedback groups th an  fo r  c o n tro l 
g roups.
I f  groups re c e iv in g  feedback  were to  be more a c c u ra te , th en  i t  f o l ­
lowed th a t  th ey  would have to  change more. Thus i t  was hy p o th esized  
th a t  experim en ta l groups would be low er in  s t a b i l i t y  from I n i t i a l  to  
f i n a l  s o lu t io n , and th a t  th e  member's change w i l l  be more r e l a t e d  to  
accuracy  o f  th e  f i r s t  s o lu t io n .
The g re a te r  change expected  in  groups re c e iv in g  th e  feedback le d  to  
th e  h y p o th esis  t h a t  f in a l  agreem ent would be h ig h e r  f o r  th e  experim en ta l 
g roups.
A nother h y p o th esis  t e s t e d  was th a t  groups re c e iv in g  feedback would 
show g re a te r  a t t r a c t io n  to  th e  group fo r  i t s  members, b u t no g re a te r
6esteem  "between members. I t  was a n t ic ip a te d  th a t  improved perform ance on 
th e  problem  would be rew ard ing  to  members, as ev idenced  by g r e a te r  a t ­
t r a c t io n  to  th e  group. However, d if fe re n c e s  i n  esteem  would be in  th e  
form o f  g r e a te r  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  between members r a th e r  th a n  mean d i f f e r ­
ences betw een tre a tm e n t g ro u p s. T his would be due to  th e  tendency  to  
r e j e c t  in cap ab le  members and esteem  more a b le  members w ith  a  g r e a te r  de­
g ree  o f  c o n s is te n c y  between members.
CHAPTER I I
PROCEDURE
S u b je c ts
The s u b je c ts  i n  t h i s  s tu d y  c o n s is te d  o f  130 underg raduate  s tu d e n ts  
e n ro l le d  in  e lem en tary  psychology courses a t  L o u is ian a  S ta te  U n iv e rs ity . 
S u b je c ts  were s e le c te d  on a  v o lu n te e r  b a s is .  A d d itio n a l c r e d i t  i n  th e  
p a r t i c u la r  co u rse  was u t i l i z e d  as  an  in c e n tiv e  to  p a r t i c ip a te .  No sub­
j e c t  u sed  in  t h i s  s tu d y  had p a r t ic ip a te d  i n  a  p rev io u s  p sy ch o lo g ica l 
group s tu d y .
A pparatus
S o c ia l  analog  cpmputer
The a p p a ra tu s  used  in  t h i s  s tu d y  c o n s is te d  p r im a r i ly  o f  an analog  
com puter d esig n ed  fo r  use in  a  s o c ia l  s i t u a t io n  (B ass, 1957)* The 
le a d s r le s s  group d isc u s s io n  tech n iq u e  as employed by Bass (1957) len d s  
i t s e l f  r e a d i ly  to  computer c a p a b i l i t i e s .  Each member o f  a  five-member 
group was s e a te d  b es id e  a  sw itch  p an e l c o n ta in in g  two s e ts  o f  f iv e  
sw itc h e s . Each sw itch  had  f iv e  p o s it io n s  on i t .  The S ran k  o rd e re d  th e  
s o lu t io n s  p ro v id ed  f o r  a  problem  g iven  to  th e  group as a  whole. These 
were fe d  d i r e c t ly  in to  th e  com puter th rough  th e  p a n e l a t  th e  s u b je c t 's  
c h a i r .  Each s u b je c t  ranked  th e  s o lu t io n s  by  tu rn in g  'd ia ls  to  th e  appro­
p r i a t e  p o s i t io n s .  One t r i a l  was a  s u f f i c i e n t  amount o f  in s t r u c t io n  f o r  
th e  average s u b je c t .  A s l id in g  cover p e rm itte d  access  to  o n ly  o n e -h a lf
7
8o f  th e  p an e l a t  a  tim e .
A fte r  th e  i n i t i a l  ran k in g  (X ), th e  members c lo se d  th e  p a n e ls  and 
d isc u sse d  th e  problem , jb f te r  a  th re e -m in u te  group d is c u s s io n , each  mem­
b e r  e n te re d  an o th e r  ran k in g  (Y) in to  h is  p a n e l.  The c o r r e c t  ran k in g  (R) 
f o r  th e  problem was fed  in to  th e  e x p e r im e n te r’s p a n e l. TO summarize, 
d u rin g  each group problem , e lev en  ran k in g s  were fed  in to  th e  computer; 
one by each member b e fo re  and a f t e r  th e  d is c u s s io n , p lu s  th e  c o r re c t  
ra n k in g .
The com puter, by a  com bination o f  r e s i s t o r s  analogous to  ra n k - 
d if f e re n c e s  sq u ared , computed th e  e q u iv a le n t o f  rho c o e f f i c i e n t s ,  ex­
p re s se d  in  term s o f  m illia m p e re s . The com puter d i a l ,  however, was 
ex p ressed  in  term s o f  rh o .
T h ir ty - f iv e  c o r r e la t io n s  were p ro v id ed  by th e  com puter f o r  any one 
problem . Since th e  c o r r e la t io n s  were a v a i la b le  as soon as  th e  s u b je c ts  
e n te re d  t h e i r  re sp o n se s , some co u ld  be used  to  inform  th e  p a r t ic ip a n ts  
o f  t h e i r  r e la t io n s h ip s  w ith  each  o th e r  w hile  th e  problem  so lv in g  was in  
p ro g re s s . C o rre la tio n s  a v a i la b le  b e fo re  th e  d isc u s s io n  began w ere: 
rhoRX  ^ rhORx2> rhORX3, rhoRX ,^ rhORy ,^ r h o x -^  r h c y ^ , rhox^X^
rhox2x 3j rhox2x ^  rhox g t y  r h o y ^ j  r h o y ^ .  The r e ­
m aining c o r r e la t io n s  were a v a i la b le  a f t e r  th e  l a s t  p r iv a te  ra n k in g s : 
rhoRY]_, rhoRY2, rh o R ^ , rhoRY^, rhoRY^, rhoy-jYg, r h o y ^ ,  rhoYjY^, 
rh ° Yl Y5> rhoY2Y3  ^ rhoy2y^, r h o y ^ ,  r h o y ^ ,  r h o y ^ ,  r h o y ^ ,  r h o y ^ ,  
rhoy 2y2, rh °x 3Y3, rhox^y^, rhoy^y^• The com puter y ie ld e d  a l l  perm uta­
t io n s  o f  X, Y and  R ex cep t rh o y .y . and- rh o y .y . *
-J- J J -L
Feedback mechanism
To f a c i l i t a t e  th e  d i s t r i b u t io n  o f  p r iv a te  in fo rm a tio n  to  each sub­
j e c t ,  a  sm all ammeter was mounted on each  o f  th e  f iv e  su b je c t- im p u t
9p a n e ls .  The face  o f  each m eter was v i s i b l e  o n ly  to  th e  s u b je c t  a t  t h a t  
s e a t .  Each m eter was c o n tro l le d  in d ep en d en tly  from th e  e x p e r im e n te r 's  
com puter p an e l by means o f  f ix e d  r e s is ta n c e s  in  a  b a t te r y  c i r c u i t .  Each 
c i r c u i t  was independent o f  th e  o th e rs  so t h a t  read in g s  on one m eter d id  
n o t a f f e c t  re ad in g s  on any o th e r .
Timing mechanism
A nother a d d it io n  to  th e  com puter was a  v o ic e -a c tu a te d  tim in g  
system  which reco rd ed  th e  amount o f  tim e each s u b je c t  sp en t ta lk in g  d u r­
in g  th e  d isc u s s io n  p e r io d . When a  s u b je c t  spoke, a  th r o a t  microphone 
produced a  sm all e l e c t r i c  c u r re n t ,  which was a m p lif ie d  to  a c tu a te  a  
r e la y ,  which c lo se d  a  c i r c u i t  to  an e l e c t r i c  t im e r . The tim e rs  were 
c a l ib r a te d  to  one-hundred ths o f  a  m inu te .
Problems
The problems were p re se n te d  to  th e  s u b je c ts  on 18 in c h  x  2k in c h  
w hite  p o s te r  c a rd s . The c a rd  f o r  a  p a r t i c u la r  problem  was d isp la y e d  
d u rin g  an e n t i r e  problem . The problem s them selves c o n s is te d  o f  f iv e  
c i t i e s  to  be ran k ed  in  th e  o rd e r  o f  t h e i r  p o p u la tio n s . The c i t i e s  
ranged  i n  s iz e  from 25,000 to  125,000 p e rso n s . A ll  la rg e  and lo c a l  
c i t i e s  were e lim in a te d  to  reduce th e  f a m i l i a r i t y  e f f e c t  (G aie r & B ass, 
1956) .  The c i t i e s  were chosen from th e  1950 census and ranked  acco rd in g  
to  p o p u la tio n . The problems were composed by  co n v e rtin g  th e  p o p u la tio n s  
to  lo g s ,  th en  s e le c t in g  c i t i e s  a t  e q u a l in te r v a ls  a long  th e  lo g  s c a le .
A p i l o t  s tu d y  was ru n  to  be c e r ta in  th e  problem s chosen were o f  eq u a l 
d i f f i c u l t y .
A sample o f  k6 u n d e rg rad u a te s , n o t to  be used  in  th e  s tu d y  b u t 
from  th e  same p o p u la tio n , were g iv en  a  s e r ie s  o f  t h i r t y  problem s on a
10
mimeographed s h e e t. T he ir mean accuracy  (RX = c o r re la t io n  between th e  
in d iv id u a l  rank ing  and th e  t ru e  ran k in g ) ranged from - .2 1  t o  / . 53 .
Ten problems were chosen from th e se  t h i r t y  to  be used  in  th e  s tu d y .
A ll  ten  problems chosen were between + ,2  and +.1; on accu racy  in  th e  
p i l o t  sam ple. Table I  shows th e  problem s, t h e i r  com plexity  and d i f f i ­
c u l ty  accord ing  to  th e  perform ance o f  th e  65 c o n tro l  s u b je c ts  o f  th e  
experim ent.
TABLE I  
Problems Used in  th e  Study
S e t C ity
P opulation  
( in  Thousands)
Columbus, Ga. 80
B everly  H i l l s ,  C a lif . 30
0 W ilm ington, D el. 110
F itch b u rg , M ass. 1*3
A urora, H I . 57
F ern d a le , Mich. 30
New B edford , Mass. 109
1 S t .  Joseph , Mo. 79
H am ilton, N. J . i a
Gadsden, A la . 56
I rv in g to n , N. J . 59
Salem, Ore. 1*5
2 Quincy, Mass. 81*
Canton, Ohio 117
Baldwin P ark , C a l i f . 32
Danbury, Conn. 30
R eading, Pa. 109
3 Binghamton, N. Y. 81
P o rt A rth u r, Tex. 58
Jamestown, N. Y. U3
Colorado S p rin g s , Colo. 1*5
J o l i e t ,  H I . 61
h B u tte , Mont. 33
Savannah, Ga. 120
H untington , W. Va. 86
S.D. o f Log 
Pop, o f  S e t
•039136
.039520
.039096
.038996
.039372
I n i t i a l  
Accuracy 
o f  Ss
.231
.385
.299
.307
. 2U
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TABLE I  ( c o n t 'd . )
I n i t i a l
P o p u la tio n S.D . o f  Log A ccuracy
S et C ity ( in  Thousands) Pop. o f  S et o f  Ss
J o p lin ,  Mo. 39
U tic a , N. Y. 102
5 S kokie, 111. 52 .041092 .427
F lo re n c e , A la . 27
P o n tia c , Mich. 74
P e o r ia , 111. 112
P la in f i e ld ,  N. J . 42
6 Lawrence, Mass. 81 .039264 .370
Kalamazoo, Mich. 58
Lakeland, F la . 31
F o r t  L auderdale , F la . 63
M anchester, Conn. 34
7 H ighland Park , Mich. 46 .038339 .384
W inston-Salem , N. C. 88
Cambridge, Mass. 121
E l Cajon, C a l i f . 28
Durham, N. C. 71
8 T a lla h a sse , F la . 38 .037479
COStm
L in co ln , Ifebr. 99
Hoboken, N. J . 51
Kearney, N. J . 40
N iagara F a l l s ,  N. Y. 101
9 P i t t s f i e l d ,  Mass. 53 .037564 .469
Kankakee, 111. 28
Hew R o ch e lle , N. Y. 72
The i n i t i a l  accu racy  ranged  from .23 to  .47 . I t  i s  h y p o th esized
th a t  t h i s  in c re a s e  in  accu racy  from  th e  p i l o t  sample to  th e  s tu d y  sample 
may be a t t r i b u t e d  to  th e  in c re a se d  m o tiv a tio n  o f  th e  second sam ple. In  
a d d it io n , th e re  were few er problem s to  be so lv e d  (10  v s .  3° )  and. th ey  
were ad m in is te re d  o v er a  lo n g e r  p e r io d  o f  tim e (15 m inu tes v s . one h o u r).
I t  has p re v io u s ly  been shown (P ry e r , 1957) t h a t  in  u s in g  problem s 
o f  t h i s  ty p e  in  a  s e r i e s ,  no le a rn in g  o f  c o n te n t ta k e s  p lace  s in c e  no
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c i t y  reap p ears  in  a  l a t e r  problem . I n i t i a l  accu racy  d id  n o t in c re a se  as 
a  fu n c tio n  o f  t r i a l s , even in  groups re c e iv in g  feedback .
A t t r a c t io n  and esteem
R atin g s  o f  a t t r a c t io n - to - th e - g r o u p ,  esteem  o f  o th e r  members, and 
s e lf -e s te e m  were o b ta in e d  on IBM ca rd s  d esig n ed  f o r  t h a t  purpose (see  
Appendix B ). The a t t r a c t i o n  th e  member has  f o r  th e  group was m easured 
by h is  response to  th e  q u e s tio n : " I f  you were to  be g iven  t h i s  t e s t  
a g a in , how much would you w ish to  be in  t h i s  same group?
1 . n o t a t  a l l
2 . a  l i t t l e
3 . t o  some e x te n t
if. f a i r l y  much
5 * a  g re a t  d ea l"
Esteem o f  o th e rs  and s e lf -e s te e m  was m easured by th e  q u e s tio n : 
" In d ic a te  th e  e x te n t to  which each  member's rem oval from th e  group would 
be a  lo s s  to  th e  g ro u p 's  e f f e c t iv e n e s s :
1 . no lo s s
2 . l i t t l e  lo s s
3 . some lo s s
4. much lo s s
5. a  g re a t  lo s s
Method
The f iv e  Ss f o r  a  group were s e a te d  random ly around a  s e m i-c ir c le ,  
w ith  a  sw itc h -p a n e l to  th e  r i g h t  o f  each  S. Each S was g iven  a  c a rd  on 
which he w rote h is  name, group and s e a t  number. He a lso  s ig n i f i e d  on 
t h i s  c a rd  th e  e x te n t  to  which he would l ik e  to  be t e s t e d  w ith  t h i s  same
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group, sh o u ld  th e  occasio n  a r i s e ,  and th e  e x te n t o f  h is  esteem  f o r  him­
s e l f  and each  o th e r  member. These ca rd s  were c o l le c te d  as soon as th ey  
were com pleted.
Any one problem  f o r  a  group c o n s is te d  o f  an i n i t i a l  p r iv a te  ran k in g  
o f  th e  c i t i e s  (by  p o p u la tio n ) , fo llo w ed  by a  th re e -m in u te  d is c u s s io n , 
fo llo w ed  by  a n o th e r  p r iv a te  ran k in g .
A ll  groups were g iven  one p r a c t ic e  problem  and te n  t r i a l  problem s. 
The p r a c t ic e  problem  was to  f a m il ia r iz e  Ss w ith  th e  p ro ced u re . A f te r  
th e  i n i t i a l  ran k in g , th e  ex p e rim en ta l group members re c e iv e d  in fo rm atio n  
concern ing  t h e i r  accu racy  and th e  e x te n t  o f  t h e i r  agreem ent w ith  th e  
o th e r  group members.
This in fo rm a tio n  was p re se n te d  to  each s u b je c t  on a f iv e - p o s i t io n  
s c a le  (0 , 25, 50, 75 , and 100). These were a b so lu te  s c o re s , b u t th e  
su b je c ts  were g iven  a  s c a le  which d e f in e d  each  p o s i t io n  w ith  re g a rd  to  
o th e r  groups o f  th e  same ty p e , so lv in g  s im i la r  problem s. T his in form a­
t io n  was g iv en  th e  s u b je c ts  on p r iv a te  d i a l s ,  v i s ib l e  o n ly  to  th e  sub­
j e c t  h im se lf .  The Ss were in s t r u c te d  n o t to  re v e a l  t h e i r  sco re s  to  any 
o th e r  member. In  o rd e r  to  be su re  t h a t  s u b je c ts  were paying a t t e n t io n  
to  th e  in fo rm a tio n  be in g  fe d  to  them, a  mimeographed s h e e t  was g iven  
each s u b je c t ,  on which he was r e q u ire d  to  re c o rd  th e  sc o re s  he received...
C o n tro l groups re c e iv e d  no feedback  du rin g  each problem , b u t b o th  
groups were g iven  a  measure o f  t h e i r  e f fe c t iv e n e s s  (KY-RX). A ll  groups 
d isc u sse d  th e  problem  f o r  th re e  m in u tes , b u t were n o t r e q u ire d  to  reach  
a  d e c is io n  about th e  ra n k in g s .
In s t r u c t io n s  to  s u b je c ts
T his i s  a  s tu d y  in  teamwork a b i l i t y .  During your s e s s io n  h e re , you
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w i l l  be asked  to  rank  s e v e ra l  s e ts  o f  f iv e  c i t i e s  in  th e  o rd e r  o f  t h e i r
p o p u la tio n . Try to  do as w e ll a s  you can .
F i r s t ,  I  want you to  f i l l  o u t th e  c a rd  i n  f ro n t  o f  you. W rite your
name on th e  bottom  o f  th e  c a rd . At th e  to p  o f  th e  c a rd , you w i l l  see
th e  q u e s tio n , " i f  you were to  ta k e  t h i s  t e s t  a g a in  f o r  th e  same re a so n s , 
to  what e x te n t  would you want to  be r e t e s t e d  w ith  t h i s  p re se n t group?"
You a re  to  answer t h i s  q u e s tio n  by  p la c in g  a  mark in  th e  space by one o f
th e  f iv e  ch o ices  on th e  c a rd . Do t h i s  now. N ext, you a re  to  fo llo w  th e  
d i re c t io n s  below  th e  q u e s tio n . T hat i s ,  " In d ic a te  th e  e x te n t  to  which 
each  member's rem oval from  th e  group would be a  lo s s  to  th e  g ro u p 's  e f ­
f e c t iv e n e s s ."  Be su re  to  mark one o f  th e  ch o ices  by each  number on th e  
ca rd . The numbers co rrespond  to  your s e a t  numbers, a s  in d ic a te d  by th e  
c o lo re d  s ta n d s  to  your r i g h t .  Mark one cho ice  f o r  each person  in c lu d in g  
y o u rs e lf .
Now we a re  ready  to  b eg in  th e  problem s. On th e  p o s te r  In  f ro n t  o f  
you a re  l i s t e d  f iv e  c i t i e s .  Your ta s k  w i l l  be to  rank  them acco rd in g  to  
t h e i r  p o p u la tio n s , r e g a rd le s s  o f  t h e i r  p o s i t io n  on th e  p o s te r .
We w i l l  now have a  p r a c t ic e  problem . Push th e  cover on your p an e l 
in  th e  d i r e c t io n  in d ic a te d  by number 1. DO THIS NOW. You w i l l  see f iv e  
d ia l s  w ith  numbers on each  from  one to  f iv e .  The l e t t e r s  to  th e  r ig h t
o f  each d i a l  co rrespond  to  th e  l e t t e r s  n ex t to  th e  c i t i e s  on th e  p o s te r .
I f  you p e rso n a lly  b e lie v e  New York, N. Y ., i s  th e  l a r g e s t  c i t y  l i s t e d ,  
s e t  th e  s e le c to r  sw itch  D on p o s i t io n  1 . I f  you th in k  S t .  Louis to  be 
th e  n ex t h ig h e s t  in  p o p u la tio n , s e t  th e  s e le c to r  sw itch  C on 2 . I f  
Beaumont, Texas, i s  n e x t,  s e t  sw itch  A on p o s i t io n  3* I f  f e e l  Dur­
ham, N. C ., comes n e x t, sw itch  B shou ld  be s e t  on 4. That le a v e s  sw itch  
Bj s in c e  i t  i s  l a s t ,  s e t  i t  on
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i n i s  i s  always th e  f i r s t  th in g  you do w ith  each  new s e t  o f  c i t i e s .  
You ran k  them acco rd in g  to  t h e i r  p o p u la tio n . When you ran k , 1 means 
g r e a te s t  in  p o p u la tio n , 5. means s m a lle s t  in  p o p u la tio n . No t i e d  ranks 
a re  p e rm itte d . When in  doub t, g u ess .
Are th e re  any q u es tio n s  a t  t h i s  p o in t?
A f te r  you have e n te re d  your i n i t i a l  p r iv a te  ra n k in g s , you th e n  
c lo se  th e  co ver. Do t h i s  now.
A f te r  everyone has c lo s e d  th e  co v er, you a re  to  b eg in  a  th r e e -  
m inute d isc u s s io n  among y o u rse lv es  abou t which i s  th e  c o r r e c t  ra n k in g . 
Begin a  p r a c t ic e  d isc u s s io n  about th e  f iv e  c i t i e s  on th e  p o s te r  as  soon 
as  everyone i s  re a d y . Are th e re  any q u e s tio n s?  A ll r i g h t ,  b e g in .
Now you a re  to  rank  p r iv a te ly  once ag a in  what you now b e lie v e  to  be 
th e  t r u e  o rd e r  o f  th e  c i t i e s  in  p o p u la tio n . Push th e  cover in  th e  d i ­
r e c t io n  in d ic a te d  by  2. Do t h i s  now. As soon as  you have com pleted 
th e se  ra n k in g s , c lo se  th e  co v er.
Now I  am going  to  t e l l  you how e f f e c t iv e  you were as  a  group in
so lv in g  th e  problem . Your sco re  i s  ______ (RY-RX) which i s  ( e x c e l le n t ,
v e ry  good, about average , f a i r ,  o r  poor) compared w ith  o th e r  g roups.
U nless you have any q u e s tio n s  a t  t h i s  p o in t ,  when I  say  "b eg in ,"  
you may b eg in  th e  problem  by pushing th e  cover as in d ic a te d  by 1. You 
w i l l  make your i n i t i a l  p r iv a te  ran k in g s  and as soon a s  you have com­
p le te d  t h i s  ra n k in g , c lo se  th e  co v er. When everyone has c lo se d  h i s  own 
co ver, w ith o u t any f u r th e r  in s t r u c t io n s  from me, b eg in  th e  th re e -m in u te  
d is c u s s io n  about th e  p ro p e r ran k in g . I  w i l l  n o t ta k e  p a r t  in  th e  d i s ­
cu ssio n  once you g e t under way. A f te r  th e  d is c u s s io n , you w i l l  open th e
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cover in  d i r e c t io n  2 and r e g i s t e r  ag a in  your own p r iv a te  o p in io n s . Then 
c lo se  th e  co ver. Are th e re  any q u es tio n s?  Remember, no t i e d  ra n k s .
A ll  r i g h t ,  b eg in  problem  1.
I n s t r u c t io n s  to  groups re c e iv in g  feed b ack : As you have p ro b ab ly
n o t ic e d ,th e r e  i s  a  d i a l  in  f r o n t  o f  you w ith  a  s c a le  from  0 to  100. In 
j u s t  a  moment, you a re  going to  re c e iv e  an in d ic a t io n  o f  how your rank­
in g s  compared w ith  th o se  o f  th e  o th e r  members. The f i r s t  re a d in g  has 
n o th in g  to  do w ith  accu racy . Whether you were a l l  r ig h t  o r  a l l  wrong, 
your re ad in g  w i l l  be b ased  on agreem ent w ith  th e  o th e r  members o r  w ith  
th e  group d e c is io n . Do n o t look  a t  anyone e l s e 's  d i a l  b u t  your own.
I n i t i a l  ag reem ent: Wow look a t  th e  d i a l  above your p a n e l. I f  your
re ad in g  i s  n e a r  100, you were in  agreem ent w ith  th e  o th e r  fo u r  members. 
I f  th e  arrow  i s  n ea r ze ro , you were d i f f e r e n t  from th e  o th e r  members' 
ra n k in g s . Remember, t h i s  has no th in g  to  do w ith  accu racy . I t  i s  a  
measure o f  how c lo s e ly  you ag reed  w ith  th e  o th e r  f iv e  members, re g a rd ­
l e s s  o f  what th e  t ru e  ran k in g  m ight b e .
A ccuracy: Wow look  ag a in  a t  th e  d i a l  above your p a n e l. What you
see now i s  th e  accu racy  o f  your ran k in g  compared to  th e  t ru e  ra n k in g .
I f  your re a d in g  i s  100, you were q u ite  a c c u ra te  in  your ran k in g  o f  th e  
c i t i e s .  I f  your re ad in g  i s  n e a r  ze ro , you were n o t v e ry  ac c u ra te  in  
your ran k in g  o f  th e  c i t i e s .
I f  th e re  a re  no q u e s tio n s , beg in  your d isc u s s io n  o f  th e  problem s.
Do n o t re v e a l  what you r sc o re s  w ere. Your sc o re s  were f o r  your own i n ­
fo rm atio n  o n ly .
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Your d isc u ss io n  p e r io d  i s  up . Now you a re  to  rank  th e  c i t i e s  
ag a in  p r iv a te ly  on th e  s id e  in d ic a te d  by 2 . As soon a s  you have 
f in is h e d  your ra n k in g , c lo se  your cover*
Now th a t  you have com pleted a l l  o f th e  problem s, would you p le a se  
f i l l  ou t an o th e r ca rd  l ik e  the  one you used  i n i t i a l l y .  D escribe th e  
group and each member acco rd ing  to  how you f e e l  NOW. As soon a s  ev ery ­
one has f in is h e d ,  you may le a v e .
CHAPTER I I I  
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
In  o rd e r  to  i s o l a t e  th e  e f f e c t s  w ith  which we were concerned in  
t h i s  s tu d y , a  c o r r e la t io n a l  tech n iq u e  was used , ap p o rtio n in g  th e  c o v a r i­
ance acco rd ing  to  th e  source  o f  th e  c o v a r ia n c e • The e f f e c t s  o f  t r i a l s  
o r  p e rio d s  were n o t i n t e g r a l  to  th e  s i tu a t io n  b e in g  s tu d ie d , so i t  was 
n e c e ssa ry  to  i s o l a t e  t h i s  sou rce  o f  c o v a ria n c e . We a lso  w ished to  sep ­
a r a te  th e  e f f e c t s  o f  s u b je c ts  between g roups, betw een s u b je c ts ,  p e r io d s  
x  g roups, and w ith in  s u b je c ts .  A co v arian ce  source  ta b le  was s e t  up f o r  
each  p r e d ic to r  w ith  each  c r i t e r i o n  in  th e  fo llo w in g  manner: (Source
ta b le s  showing th e  d a ta  f o r  a l l  v a r ia b le s  a re  in c lu d e d  in  th e  a p p e n d ix .)
Source d f £  x2 Txy  £  y2
Between Groups 12 r
Ss Between Groups 52
Between Ss 64
Between P erio d s 9
P erio d s  x Groups 108
E rro r  W ithin  Ss 468 r
W ithin  Ss 585
T o ta l 649
C o rre la tio n s  were computed by th e  form ula The
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prim ary  concern  was w ith  th e  E r ro r  W ithin  S u b je c ts  source o f  co v a rian ce , 
s in c e  i t  p ro v id ed  a  measure o f  c o r r e la t io n  which was n o t confounded w ith  
ex tran eo u s covariance*
A f te r  each c o r r e la t io n  was computed, m u ltip le  re g re s s io n  c o e f f i ­
c ie n ts  were used  to  combine th e  p r e d ic t iv e  v a lu e s  o f  i n i t i a l  agreem ent 
and i n i t i a l  accu racy  tow ard th e  c r i t e r i o n .  W ith th e  m u ltip le  re g re s s io n  
c o e f f ic ie n t  and th e  b e ta  w eights o f  th e  two p r e d ic to r s ,  a  f a i r l y  c le a r  
e s tim a te  co u ld  be made o f  c o n tr ib u t io n  o f  each v a r ia b le  on th e  c r i t e r i o n .  
A ll  means, o f  co u rse , were a ls o  computed.
I t  was o r ig in a l ly  p lanned t h a t  th e  Between Groups source  would a lso  
be u sed  as  a  t e s t  o f  e f f e c t s ,  b u t s in c e  m u ltip le  re g re s s io n  c o e f f ic ie n ts  
were to  be computed from th e se  r s  and s in c e  R i s  always p o s i t iv e ,  and 
s in c e  a  d if fe re n c e  o f  Rs would have to  be g r e a te r  th an  .9  f o r  s i g n i f i ­
cance w ith  12 degrees o f  freedom , t h i s  t e s t  was n o t used . The Rs fo r  
groups a re  shown however f o r  t h e i r  su g g estiv e  v a lu e .  F i f ty - th r e e  groups 
would have to  be t e s t e d  in  each  c e l l  in  o rd e r  to  reduce th e  e r r o r  term  
as  low as . 5 •
The h y p o th e s is  concern ing  th e  in c re a se d  a t t r a c t i o n  to  th e  group o f  
ex p erim en ta l s u b je c ts  was t e s t e d  by a  t  t e s t .  The h y p o th esize d  i n ­
c re a se d  v a r ia n c e  in  esteem  r a t in g s  o f  ex p erim en ta l group members was 
t e s t e d  by computing th e  r a t i o  o f  th e  v a ria n c e  o f  th e  ex p erim en ta l group 
members' r a t in g s  to  th a t, o f  th e  c o n tro l  group members' r a t in g s .  This i s  
an F t e s t .
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS AMD DISCUSSION
The means f o r  a l l  v a r ia b le s  a re  shown i n  Table I I .  I n i t i a l  a c c u r­
acy  and i n i t i a l  agreem ent means were found to  be no d i f f e r e n t  th a n  would 
be ex p ec ted  by chance. This la c k  o f  d if fe re n c e s  betw een th e  means o f  
th e se  two i n i t i a l  perform ance m easures i s  shown p r im a r i ly  to  e s ta b l i s h  
th e  o r ig in a l  e q u a l i ty  o f  th e  ex p erim en ta l and c o n tro l  g roups. This p ro ­
v id e s  us w ith  confidence i n  c o n s id e rin g  subsequent d if f e re n c e s  as  th e  
r e s u l t  o f  ex p erim en ta l m an ip u la tio n  r a th e r  th a n  a  ty p e  G e r r o r  in  
a s s ig n in g  groups to  th e  two c o n d itio n s .
As would be ex p ec ted , th e  ex p e rim en ta l groups were s ig n i f i c a n t ly  
more a c c u ra te  in  t h e i r  f i n a l  s o lu t io n  th an  were c o n tro l  g roups. They 
were p ro v id ed  w ith  in fo rm a tio n  abou t th e  problem  when each  member was 
to ld  how a c c u ra te  he was i n i t i a l l y .  C on tro l groups were nev er g iven  i n ­
fo rm atio n  about th e  problem , s in ce  t h e i r  perform ance was e v a lu a te d  
s o le ly  by  t h e i r  improvement as  a  group from i n i t i a l  to  f i n a l  s o lu t io n .  
C onsequently , th e y  had l i t t l e  o p p o r tu n ity  to  determ ine who had  in fo rm a­
t io n  abou t problem  c o n te n t.  In  p rev io u s  s tu d ie s ,  th e  t ru e  o r  c r i t e r i o n  
ran k in g  o f  th e  c i t i e s  was g iven  th e  s u b je c ts  a f t e r  each  problem . The 
t ru e  ran k in g  u s u a lly  fu rn ish e d  th e  group w ith  s u f f i c i e n t  in fo rm a tio n  to  
e v a lu a te  each  member's a b i l i t y  on th e  p rev io u s  problem . In  th e  p re s e n t  
s tu d y , no such c o n te n t in fo rm a tio n  was p ro v id ed  th e  s u b je c ts ,  and what­
ev er e v a lu a tio n s  a s  were made, were based  on b road  in fe re n c e .
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I n it ia l
Accuracy
I n it ia l
Agreement
Control .355 .325
Experimental .373 -3^1
t  .726  .237
* P = < .01
TABLE I I
Means o f  a l l  Variables
Time Spent Talking 
Final Final (Minutes)
Accuracy Agreement S ta b ility _____Individual Group
.456  .7V7 .5 7 7  .3 4  1 .7 0
.667 .802  .600 .1(0 2 .00
3 .6 8 3 *  i . o 4o  .9 6 2  .462 .639
roH
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Means f o r  f i n a l  agreem ent, s t a b i l i t y ,  and tim e sp e n t ta lk in g  were 
app rox im ate ly  eq u a l f o r  b o th  c o n d itio n s . E xperim en tal groups averaged  
s l i g h t l y  h ig h e r , b u t th e  d if fe re n c e s  were n o t s ig n i f i c a n t .  D iffe ren ce s  
between th e  two c o n d itio n s  had been ex p ec ted  f o r  f i n a l  agreem ent and 
s t a b i l i t y ,  b u t th e  r e a c t io n  o f  th e  s u b je c ts  to  th e  no feedback  tre a tm e n t 
had n o t been a n t ic ip a te d ,  as m entioned below . A ll groups were allow ed  
on ly  th re e  m inu tes to  d isc u s s  th e  problem , so i t  i s  n o t s u rp r is in g  th a t  
no d if fe re n c e  was found h e r e . Groups in  b o th  c o n d itio n s  d id  n o t always 
re q u ire  th e  f u l l  th re e  m inutes to  d isc u ss  th e  problem , b u t th e  group 
means were w ith in  th e  boundaries  o f  chance f o r  b o th  c o n d itio n s . One 
o b se rv a tio n  t h a t  may be w orth m ention ing  i s  t h a t  ex p erim en ta l groups who 
te rm in a te d  th e  d is c u s s io n  b e fo re  th e  th re e  m inu tes were up, d id  so 
u s u a lly  because th e y  had  a lre a d y  ag reed  on what th e  b e s t  ran k in g  should  
be. C o n tro l groups u s u a lly  te rm in a te d  t h e i r  d isc u s s io n  p rem atu re ly  be­
cause th e y  had  ex h au sted  t h e i r  re so u rc e s  o f  in fo rm a tio n . These groups 
o f te n  d isp la y e d  an a t t i t u d e  o f  r e s ig n a t io n  ab o u t th e  problem .
C o r re la t io n a l  A nalyses
Table I I I  shows th e  "between s u b je c ts "  and "between groups" c o r re ­
la t io n s  o f  i n i t i a l  accu racy  and i n i t i a l  agreem ent w ith  f i n a l  accu racy  
under th e  ex p e rim en ta l c o n d itio n  in  com parison to  th e  c o n tro l  c o n d it io n . 
The c o r r e la t io n s  o f  th e  two p r e d ic to r  v a r ia b le s  a re  a ls o  shown. In  one 
in s ta n c e  (ex p e rim en ta l c o n d itio n , between g roups) th e  c o r r e la t io n  
betw een th e  two p r e d ic to r s  was q u ite  h ig h  ( -7^3)> which l im ite d  th e  bene­
f i t s  ex p ec ted  from m u ltip le  p r e d ic t io n  s in c e  th e  m a jo r i ty  o f  c o r re la t io n s  
betw een th e  p r e d ic to r s  and  th e  c r i t e r i o n  were c o n s id e ra b ly  low er. In  
most o th e r  c a s e s , th e  p r e d ic to r s  were s u f f i c i e n t ly  c o r r e la te d  to  reduce
TABLE I I I
F in a l Accuracy
Source o f  
Covariance
S u b je c ts1 i n i t i a l  accuracy  and agreement w i l l  c o r re la te  
le s s  w ith  t h e i r  f i n a l  accuracy  i f  th ey  a re  inform ed o f  
t h e i r  i n i t i a l  accuracy  and agreem ent.
r (HX)(RY) r (XX)(RY) r (RX)(XX) P  (XX) PjXSL)
M u ltip le  R 
P re d ic tin g  
F in a l P r iv a te  
Accuracy (RY j
Between Gps(df=12) 
C ontro l 
E xperim ental 
E rro r  w /l  Ss(df=Jj6 8 ) 
C ontro l 
Experim ental
.700
A32
.310
.252
.062
.251
.033
.073
.417
.763
.299
.413
.814 - .0 2 8
.575 - .1 8 8
.329 -.066
.268 - .0 3 7
.744'
.451
**
. 316'
•255
**
** p = < .01
roco
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th e  l ik e l ih o o d  o f  th e  R 's  b e in g  v ery  la r g e .
I n i t i a l  accu racy  c o r r e la te d  w ith  f i n a l  accuracy  h ig h e r  f o r  c o n tro l  
groups th a n  fo r  ex p e rim en ta l g roups. T his was t ru e  f o r  b o th  groups and 
in d iv id u a ls .  C onsidering  th e  h ig h e r  accu racy  o f  ex p erim en ta l groups 
m entioned above, t h i s  would in d ic a te  t h a t  w ith  b o th  groups and in d iv id u ­
a l s ,  i f  no feedback i s  g iv en , th e  accu racy  o f  th e  f i n a l  s o lu t io n  i s  de­
term ined  to  a  c o n s id e ra b le  e x te n t  by th e  accu racy  o f  th e  i n i t i a l  s o lu ­
t io n .  W hile th e  same i s  t r u e  i n  p a r t  w ith  groups re c e iv in g  feedback , 
in a c c u ra te  members a re  more l i k e l y  to  r e j e c t  t h e i r  i n i t i a l  response  and 
accep t su g g estio n s  from  an o th e r  member who d isp la y s  more confidence 
about th e  s o lu tio n  t o  th e  problem  th an  th e y  f e e l  in  t h e i r s .
T his d if fe re n c e  between th e  ex p erim en ta l and c o n tro l groups p re ­
s e n ts  im p lic a tio n s  f o r  the  a c t  o f  s e l l i n g ,  and f o r  a t t i t u d e  change in  
g e n e ra l. Before an in d iv id u a l  w i l l  c o n s id e r  "buying" an id e a  o r  a  com­
m odity, he must f i r s t  become aware t h a t  what he has now i s  n o t ad eq u a te . 
O therw ise, he w i l l  te n d  to  r e j e c t  th e  su g g e s tio n s ' o f  o th e rs  and co n tin u e  
to  m a in ta in  h is  o r ig in a l  o r ie n ta t io n .
The m u ltip le  c o r r e la t io n s  betw een f i n a l  accuracy  and  th e  two p re ­
d ic to r s  a re  a lso  shown. The R in  each case  i s  alm ost s o le ly  a  fu n c tio n  
o f  i n i t i a l  accu racy . In  f a c t ,  th e  b e ta  w eigh ts f o r  i n i t i a l  agreem ent 
a re  s l i g h t l y  n e g a tiv e . I t  would be ex p ec ted  t h a t  o r ig in a l  a b i l i t y  
(accu racy ) would make a  s tro n g  c o n tr ib u tio n  to  f i n a l  accu racy . I t  i s  
w orthw hile to  n o te  though t h a t  on a  d i f f i c u l t  problem , th e  more th e  mem­
b e rs  a re  i n  agreem ent to  s t a r t  w ith , th e  l e s s  a cc u ra te  t h e i r  f i n a l  s o lu ­
t io n  i s  l i k e ly  to  b e . C e r ta in ly  th e  com parison o f  heterogeneous v s . 
homogeneous s t r u c tu r e  i s  an e s s e n t i a l  p a r t  o f  group r e s e a rc h , b u t th e  
~ evidence found in  th e  p re se n t s tu d y  i s  n o t s tro n g  enough f o r  co n f id e n t
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e x tr a p o la t io n .
Table IV shows th e  v a r io u s  r e l a t io n s  found f o r  a tte m p ted  le a d e rsh ip  
o r  tim e sp e n t ta lk in g .  As d isc u sse d  above, th e  means f o r  th e  two co n d i­
t io n s  were d i f f e r e n t ,  b u t n o t s ig n i f i c a n t ly  so . The g r e a te s t  e f f e c t  o f  
th e  ex p erim en ta l tre a tm e n t may be found in  th e  d if fe re n c e  in  Rs f o r  sub­
j e c t s .  The d if fe re n c e  i 3 s ig n i f i c a n t  beyond th e  ,01 l e v e l .  S u b jec ts  
who were more a c c u ra te  i n i t i a l l y  were much more l i k e l y  to  a ttem p t le a d e r ­
sh ip  under th e  ex p erim en ta l c o n d itio n  th a n  under th e  c o n tro l  c o n d itio n .
In  f a c t ,  by look ing  a t  th e  b e ta  w e ig h t, i t  i s  ap p aren t t h a t  i n i t i a l  
accu racy  i s  a  s l i g h t l y  n e g a tiv e  f a c to r  i n  p re d ic t in g  th e  amount o f  
a ttem p ted  le a d e rsh ip  under c o n tro l  c o n d it io n s .  The amount o f  i n i t i a l  
agreem ent c o n tr ib u te d  alm ost n o th in g  to  th e  m u ltip le  R f o r  exp erim en ta l 
s u b je c ts .  T his i s  n o t th e  case  f o r  g ro u p s. I n i t i a l  agreem ent among 
members i s  a  s tro n g  f a c to r  in  p r e d ic t in g  th e  amount o f  t a lk in g  groups 
w i l l  do. Where th e re  i s  c o n s id e ra b le  (b u t n o t com plete) agreem ent, 
groups w i l l  i n t e r a c t  m ore.
S u b je c ts , under th e  c o n tro l  c o n d itio n , a c tu a l ly  ten d e d  to  t a l k  le s s  
i f  th e y  were more a c c u ra te  when th e  f a c to r  o f  i n i t i a l  agreem ent was r e ­
moved. This i s  a  s t r i k i n g  c o n t r a s t  to  th e  s u b je c ts  under th e  e x p e r i­
m en ta l c o n d itio n . The prim ary  q u e s tio n  o f  t h i s  s tu d y  i s  borne o u t th e n , 
t h a t  members who have a b i l i t y  to  cope w ith  th e  problem  a ss ig n e d  to  th e  
group and a re  to ld  o f  t h e i r  a b i l i t y ,  a tte m p t le a d e rsh ip  more th an  ab le  
members who a re  no t t o l d  o f  t h e i r  a b i l i t y .
The im p lic a tio n s  o f  th e se  r e s u l t s  a re  o b v io u s. I f  an  ab le  member 
i s  to  a ttem p t le a d e rsh ip , he m ust be made aware o f  h is  p o te n t ia l  c o n t r i ­
b u t io n . I f  he i s  n o t inform ed o f  h is  a b i l i t y ,  he sees h im se lf  o n ly  a s  a  
d e v ia te ,  and  a c tu a l ly  a tte m p ts  l e s s  le a d e rs h ip  th a n  average members. As
TABLE IV
A ttem pted Leadership
Source o f  
Covariance
A member w i l l  a ttem p t to  persuade o th e rs  when he knows he 
i s  more c o r re c t  th an  th ey  a re ,  and members who a re  le s s  
c o r re c t  th an  o th e rs  w i l l  d isp la y  fewer a ttem p ts  to  le a d .
lRX T •XX T KX XX P XX
M u ltip le  R 
P re d ic tin g  
Time Spent 
T alking (T)
Between Gps(df=12) 
Control. 
E xperim ental 
E rro r  w /l  Ss(df=l*6 8 ) 
C ontro l 
Experim ental
.195
.308
.oi*6>
.177 '
)*
.510
.1*1*5
..077
3
. 1*11*
)**
.417
•763
.299
. 1*13 '
)*
-.021
-.075
•.010
.1*11
.519
.502
.076
.007
.510
. 1*1*8
. 101*
)
. 1*11*
)**
* p = < .05 
d
** P , = < .01
roo\
f o r  groups in  g e n e ra l ,  i f  i n t e r a c t io n  i t s e l f  i s  d e s ire d , groups shou ld
he composed o f  members f a i r l y  h ig h  in  agreem ent.
Table V shows th e  r e la t io n s h ip  o f  th e  p r e d ic to r s  to  in d iv id u a l  
s t a b i l i t y .  I t  had  been h y p o th es ize d  th a t  th e  g r e a te r  tendency  f o r  ex­
p e r im e n ta l group s u b je c ts  to  change t h e i r  d e c is io n  in  accordance w ith  
th e  in fo rm atio n  th e y  had re c e iv e d , would be m a n ife s te d  by a  d if fe re n c e  
betw een means as  w e ll as by a  c o r r e la t io n a l  d if f e r e n c e .  Even though 
t h i s  d if fe re n c e  d id  n o t ap p ear, th e  c o r r e la t io n a l  a n a ly s is  d id  show th a t  
s t a b i l i t y  was more c lo s e ly  r e l a t e d  to  a b i l i t y  in  th e  ex p e rim en ta l groups 
th a n  in  th e  c o n tro l  g roups.
In  th e  c o n tr o l  groups, s t a b i l i t y  was r e l a t e d  p r im a r i ly  to  i n i t i a l
agreem ent. I f  a  member found su p p o rt from  o th e r  members o f  th e  group,
he was le s s  l i k e l y  to  change h i s  s o lu t io n .  However, in  th e  ex p erim en ta l 
g ro u p s, s t a b i l i t y  was r e l a t e d  p r im a r i ly  to  i n i t i a l  accu racy , and 
s e c o n d a r ily  to  i n i t i a l  agreem ent. That i s ,  even though th e  m a jo r i ty  o f  
o th e r  members ten d ed  to  ag ree  w ith  him, he was s t i l l  w i l l in g  to  change 
h i s  s o lu t io n .  As m entioned above, th e  r e s u l t  was u s u a lly  a  more a c c u r­
a te  s o lu t io n .
The m u ltip le  c o r r e la t io n  f o r  p r e d ic t in g  s t a b i l i t y  from i n i t i a l  
accu racy  and i n i t i a l  agreem ent was s ig n i f i c a n t ly  h ig h e r  f o r  ex p erim en ta l 
s u b je c ts  th an  f o r  c o n tro l  s u b je c ts .  A f te r  c o n s id e rin g  th e  component 
c o r r e la t io n s ,  t h i s  may be in te r p r e te d  as in d ic a t in g  t h a t  more a c c u ra te  
s u b je c ts  were l e s s  l i k e l y  to  change t h e i r  s o lu t io n ,  and le s s  a c c u ra te  
members were more l i k e ly  to  change. The r e la t io n s h ip  between.- accu racy  
and change i s  n o t n e a r ly  as  s tro n g  f o r  c o n tro l  group members.
The s t a t i s t i c s  concern ing  f i n a l  agreem ent a re  shown in  Table VI. 
A lthough th e  mean f o r  th e  ex p erim en ta l group was h ig h e r  th a n  f o r  th e
TABLE V 
S ta b i l i ty
The change in  a  member's so lu tio n  w i l l  
more r e la te d  to  i n i t i a l  accuracy  i f  he 
knows how a cc u ra te  he was i n i t i a l l y .
Source o f  
Covariance (hx) (xy) (XX)(XY) (KX)(XX) PRX
M u ltip le  R 
v, P re d ic tin g
^XX S ta b i l i ty
Between Gps(df=12) 
C ontro l 
Experim ental 
E rro r  w /l Ss(df=468) 
C ontro l 
Experim ental
.673
.849
.254
)
.651
*
.800
.807
.485
.481
.417
■763
.2  99 
.413
.410
.560
.120
.546
.628
.380
.449
.256
.883
.881
.498
.691
)*
* Pd = < .01
ro03
TABLE V I
F in a l Agreement
Source o f  
Covariance
A member w i l l  ag ree  w ith  o th e r  members in  th e  f i n a l  d ec is io n  to  
a  g r e a te r  e x te n t i f  he i s  inform ed o f  h is  i n i t i a l  accuracy  and 
d e v ia tio n , th an  w i l l  members n o t re c e iv in g  such in fo rm a tio n .
r (RX)(YY) r (XX)(YY) r (KX)(XX) /^ HX XX
M u ltip le  R 
P re d ic tin g  
F in a l 
Agreement
Between Gps(df=12) 
C on tro l 
Experim ental 
E rro r  w /l Ss(df= it6 8 ) 
C ontro l 
Experim ental
.098
.116
.035
.064
.014
• 388
. 219**
.173**
.417
. 763**
.299
.413
-.126
■.431
■•033
.014
.066
.716
.229 
• 153
.115
A 77
.220
.159
** P = < .01
rovo
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c o n tro l  group, th e  d if fe re n c e  was n o t s ig n i f i c a n t .  In  term s o f  m u ltip le  
c o r r e la t io n ,  th e  p r e d ic t io n  was s tro n g e r  f o r  th e  c o n tro l  s u b je c ts  th a n  
fo r  th e  ex p erim en ta l. I n i t i a l  agreem ent was found to  be a  b e t t e r  p re ­
d ic to r  o f  f i n a l  agreem ent th an  i n i t i a l  accu racy  f o r  b o th  c o n d it io n s .  As 
i s  m entioned below, c o n tro l  group members d isp la y e d  a  tendency  to  a cc ep t 
th e  m a jo r i ty  o p in io n  a s  a  form o f  need s a t i s f a c t i o n .
Table V II d e sc r ib e s  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  th e  t e s t  u sed  to  i l l u s t r a t e  th e  
h y p o th esized  g re a te r  v a r ia n c e  to  be found in  e x p e rim en ta l group members1 
r a t in g s  o f  esteem  as compared to  c o n tro l  group members. While th e  d i f ­
fe ren ce  i n  v a rian ce  was i n  th e  ex p ec ted  d i r e c t io n ,  th e  r a t i o  was f a r  
from s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n i f i c a n t .  While ex p e rim en ta l group members showed 
s l i g h t l y  more d e f in i te  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  betw een members, i t  m ust a ls o  be 
ex p ec ted  th a t  c o n tro l  group members found c e r t a in  o th e r  members more 
v a lu a b le  th a n  o th e r s .  I f  we p ro ceed ,o n  th e  h y p o th e s is  t h a t  i n t e r a c t io n  
p e r se became n e e d - s a t is fy in g  to  c o n tro l  group members, th e n  c e r t a in ly  
th o se  members p ro v id in g  in te r a c t io n  would be h e ld  in  h ig h e r  esteem  th a n  
th o se  who d id  n o t.  T his m ight w e ll be w orth f u r th e r  c o n s id e ra t io n . A 
t - t e s t  showed th a t  th e re  was no s ig n i f i c a n t  d if f e re n c e  betw een th e  means.
TABLE V II 
Esteem
E xperim en tal groups w i l l  show g r e a te r  v a r ia n c e  in  
esteem  o f  o th e r  members th an  w i l l  c o n tro l  g roups.
<5e2
___________  -  1 .1^5 Hot s ig n i f i c a n t
<5c2
"^ Ec -Ee = .Mj-3 Not s ig n i f i c a n t
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The t e s t  o f  th e  h y p o th e s is  concern ing  th e  g r e a te r  a t t r a c t i o n  o f  ex­
p e r im e n ta l group members tow ard th e  group i s  shown in  Table V III . A t -  
t e s t  was made o f  th e  d if f e re n c e  betw een th e  means fo r  th e  two g roups. 
W hile a  d if fe re n c e  was found in  th e  ex p ec ted  d i r e c t io n ,  i t  was on th e  
b o rd e r l in e  o f  s ig n i f ic a n c e .  The t  o f  1 .28  was s ig n i f i c a n t  a t  th e  .1 
l e v e l  o f  confidence f o r  a  o n e - ta i le d  t e s t .  Here a g a in , th e  h y p o th esis  
t h a t  in te r a c t io n  was in  i t s e l f  rew ard ing , may be c o n s id e red . P o ss ib ly , 
a  more p ro b lem -so lv in g  r e le v a n t  q u e s tio n  about a t t r a c t i o n  to  th e  group 
would have y ie ld e d  more d e f in i t e  d if f e r e n c e s .
A t e s t  o f  th e  r a t i o  o f  v a r ia n c e s  f o r  th e  two c o n d itio n s  in d ic a te d  
th e r e  was no s ig n i f i c a n t  d if f e r e n c e .  E xperim ental group members d id  n o t 
show a  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  g r e a te r  degree o f  v a r ia t io n  in  a t t r a c t i o n  over con­
t r o l  group members.
TABLE V III
A t t r a c t io n  to  th e  Group
Feedback group members w i l l  show a  g r e a te r  
a t t r a c t i o n  to  th e  group th a n  w i l l  c o n tro l  
g roups.
Ag “ Ac 1 .2 8  S ig n if ic a n t  a t  .1  l e v e l  
( O n e -ta ile d  t e s t )<Txr  Xg
A^ j — 3*7 
\
l.if3 2  Wot S ig n if ic a n t
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
The p rim ary  f in d in g  o f  t h i s  s tu d y  was th e  one which o r ig in a l ly  p ro ­
voked th e  r e s e a rc h .  A lthough th e  d e v ia te  in  th e  group i s  o f te n  th e  
member in  th e  b e s t  p o s i t io n  to  improve th e  l e v e l  o f  group perform ance, 
c o n s id e ra b le  ev idence shows he i s  l i k e l y  to  conform to  th e  m a jo r ity  
o p in io n  and m inim ize h is  d if fe re n c e s  w ith  th e  group. I t  was hypothe­
s iz e d  t h a t  i f  each  member was t o l d  th e  e x te n t  o f  h is  d e v ia tio n  from th e  
o th e r  members, and w hether h is  d e v ia t io n  was tow ard th e  g o a l (problem  
accuracy ) o r  away from i t ,  th e  more a c c u ra te  members would d isp la y  more 
a ttem p ted  le a d e rs h ip  th an  le s s  a c c u ra te  members. This h y p o th e s is  was 
s u b s ta n t ia te d .
However, knowledge o f  th e  e x te n t  o f  o n e ’s  own d e v ia tio n  d id  n o t 
p la y  as  la rg e  a  r o le  in  th e  ex p erim en ta l g ro u p s’ b eh av io r as had been 
a n t ic ip a te d .  I n i t i a l  accu racy  was th e  s a l i e n t  f a c to r ,  w ith  i n i t i a l  
agreem ent c o n tr ib u t in g  l i t t l e  o r  no s ig n i f i c a n t  v a r ia n c e .
As would c e r ta in ly  be expec ted , f i n a l  accu racy  was co n s id e rab ly  
h ig h e r  f o r  groups re c e iv in g  feedback . In  th e  ex p erim en ta l g roups, ac ­
c u ra te  members were encouraged by th e  in fo rm a tio n  to  a ttem p t to  persuade 
o th e r s ,  w h ile  in a c c u ra te  members had  reaso n  to  accep t th e  o th e r  members’ 
s o lu t io n  in  p re fe re n c e  to  t h e i r  own.
While ex p e rim en ta l and c o n tro l  s u b je c ts  d id  n o t d i f f e r  in  th e  
amount o f  change from t h e i r  i n i t i a l  to  f i n a l  s o lu t ie n ,  ex p erim en ta l
32
33
s u b je c ts  * changes were shown to  be  much more r e le v a n t  to  th e  problem ­
so lv in g  p ro c e ss . C o n tro l s u b je c ts ' changes were more r e l a t e d  to  i n i t i a l  
agreem ent th an  accu racy .
The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  s tu d y  have im p lic a tio n s  f o r  th e  v a rio u s  o r ie n ­
t a t io n s  o f  group th e o ry . This r e s e a rc h  problem  was n o t d esigned  to  
e i t h e r  s u b s ta n t ia te  o r  in v a l id a te  any o f  th e  d i f f e r e n t  v iew p o in ts  tow ard  
group b eh av io r c u r r e n t ly  in  vogue to d a y . However, i t  m ight be i n t e r e s t ­
in g  to  d isc u ss  th e  f in d in g s  w hile  keep ing  th e  m ajor t h e o r i s t s  in  mind.
Ifo e f f o r t  was made on th e  p a r t  o f  th e  ex p erim en ter to  account f o r  
d if f e re n c e s  in  th e  p e r s o n a l i t i e s  o f  th e  s u b je c ts .  The ex p erim en ta l 
tre a tm e n t was b ased  on th e  m a n ip u la tio n  o f  s i t u a t io n a l  e lem ents which 
were a  fu n c tio n  o f  a b i l i t y  and r e l a t i v e  p o s i t io n  in  th e  group. Conse­
q u e n tly , l i t t l e  can be  s a id  abou t th e  p e r s o n a l i ty  f a c to r  ex cep t t h a t  th e  
ev idence p re se n te d  h e re  was found to  be o p e ra tin g  o v er and above th e  
e f f e c t s  due to  p e r s o n a l i ty .  W hether th e  d e v ia te  member rem ained s i l e n t  
o r  a ttem p ted  to  le a d  o th e r s  was a  fu n c tio n  o f  h is  b e in g  aware o f  th e  
d i r e c t io n  o f  h is  d e v ia t io n .  The e x te n t  o f  t h i s  aw areness shou ld  be 
tak en  in to  c o n s id e ra tio n  when th e  b e h a v io r  o f  th e  d e v ia te  i s  to  be p r e ­
d ic te d .
The d e v ia tio n  o f  th e  member from  th e  r e s t  o f  th e  group a c tu a l ly  was 
a  v e ry  m inor d e te rm in an t o f  w hether o r  n o t le a d e rs h ip  was a ttem p ted . 
I n i t i a l  accu racy  proved  to  be th e  d e c id in g  f a c to r ,  p ro v id ed  th e  member 
was inform ed o f  h i s  p o s i t io n .  However, even in  th e  absence o f  feedback , 
th e  e x te n t  o f  a m em ber's d e v ia t io n  had  l i t t l e  b e a r in g  on w hether o r  n o t 
he would a ttem p t to  le a d .  Perhaps more a t t e n t io n  sh o u ld  be g iven to  
communication o f  a b i l i t y  r a th e r  th a n  d e v ia tio n .
E xperim ental s u b je c ts  were found  to  be more a t t r a c t e d  to  t h e i r  own
3^
groups, th a n  c o n tro l  s u b je c ts ,  b u t  no d if f e r e n c e s  in  esteem  were in d i ­
c a te d . This would in d ic a te  th a t  feedback  i s  rew arding to  group members, 
and th a t  as a  r e s u l t  th e y  are  a t t r a c t e d  tow ard  th e  group a s  a  whole, b u t 
n o t n e c e s s a r i ly  tow ard in d iv id u a l  members.
The r e s u l t s  o f  t h i s  study  a r e  e a s i ly  d e sc rib e d  in  term s o f  th e  
l e a d e r 's  use o f  c o n tro l  and esteem . The ex p erim en ta l tre a tm e n t se rv e s  
to  acc e n tu a te  th e  e f f e c t s  o f  th e s e  two methods o f  le a d e r s h ip .  Hie 
member h ig h e s t  in  i n i t i a l  accuracy  may e x e rc is e  c o n tro l  o v er members, 
s in c e  he has in fo rm a tio n  which w i l l  s a t i s f y  t h e i r  need — to  so lv e  th e  
problem . He may rew ard  o r  pun ish  by  g ra n tin g  o r  w ith h o ld in g  th e  in fo rm a­
t io n .  H is a b i l i t y  to  so lv e  th e  g ro u p 's  problem  w il l  in c re a se  h is  s e l f ­
esteem , and prompt him to  a ttem p t p e rsu a s iv e  le a d e rs h ip . He w i l l  be 
s u c c e s s fu l  in  h is  a tte m p ts  to  th e  e x te n t o th e r  members esteem  him. How­
e v e r , t h i s  a b le  m em ber's c o n tro l i s  o f  no b e n e f i t  w ith o u t th e  accompany­
in g  s e lf -e s te e m . I f  he i s  no t aware o f  h i s  a b i l i t y ,  and  o n ly  le a rn s  o f  
h i s  dev iancy  as  th e  d isc u s s io n  develops, he w i l l  te n d  to  conform to  th e  
group r a th e r  th an  make a ttem p ts  a t  le a d e r s h ip .
I f  we look  fo r  a p p lic a t io n s  o f  th e se  f in d in g s  in to  o th e r  s i t u a t io n s ,  
we c e r t a in ly  cannot m inim ize th e  im portance o f  acknowledging su p e r io r  
a b i l i t y  and p ro v id in g  group members w ith  a l l  a v a i la b le  in fo rm a tio n  r e ­
g a rd in g  t h e i r  perform ance. Knowledge o f  s u p e r io r  a b i l i t y  i s  a  ty p e  o f  
re in fo rc e m e n t. Perhaps "no th ing  succeeds l i k e  su ccess"  and  t h a t  i s  e s ­
s e n t i a l l y  what i s  b e in g  re in fo rc e d . The phenomenon th a t  shou ld  be d i s ­
couraged  i s  th e  tendency  o f  i n s u f f i c i e n t l y  inform ed groups to  r e g re s s  to  
f u l f i l l i n g  " s o c ia l iz a t io n "  needs, w ith  l i t t l e  o r  no em phasis upon so lv in g  
th e  g iven  t a s k .  C e r ta in ly  examples o f  "groups fo r  g ro u p s ' sake" a re  n o t 
d i f f i c u l t  to  f in d  i n  p re s e n t  day government and la rg e  o rg a n iz a t io n s .
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I n i t i a l  A ccu ra cy  and  I n i t i a l  A greem ent
Control
Source d f I x 2 I  xy X y2 r
Between Groups 12 334 423 3,080 .417
Ss Between Groups 52 1,099 986 5,026
Between Ss 64 1,433 1,409 8,106
Between P e rio d s 9 279 519 1,958
P erio d s  x  Groups 108 3,020 7,114 49,617
E rro r  W ith in  Ss 168 7,995 5,010 35,138 • 299
W ithin Ss 5 85 11,294 12,643 86,713
D otal 649 12,727 14,052 94,819
Experimental
Source d£ Xx2 T xy x: y2 r
Between Groups 12 479 1,571 8,816 .763
Ss Between Groups 52 1,496 1,751 4,970
Between Ss 64 1,975 3,322 13,816
Between Periods 9 57 4 1,563
Periods x Groups 108 2,116 4,387 44,278
Error Within Ss 168 7,723 7,105 38,338 .413
Within Ss 585 9,896 11,496 84,179
Dotal 649 11,871 14,818 97,995
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I n i t i a l  A ccu racy  an d  F in a l  A ccu ra cy
Source M.
C o n tro l
I x 2 X xy X y 2 r
Between Groups 12 33^ 262 419 .700
Ss Between Groups 52 1,099 283 35^
Between Ss 64 M 3 3 5^5 773
Between P erio d s 9 279 9^ 263
P erio d s  x  Groups 108 3,020 2,4-98 5,166
E rro r  W ith in  Ss k6Q 7,995 1,399 2,546 .310
W ith in  Ss 585 11 ,294 3,991 7,975
T o ta l 6k9 12,727 4,536 8,748
Source
E xperim ental 
d f  X x2 X x y X y 2 r
Between Groups 12 kl9 162 294 .432
Ss Between Groups 52 1,496 185 173
Between Ss 6k 1,975 3^7 467
Between P e rio d s 9 57 42 85
P e rio d s  x Groups 108 2,116 1,162 2,526
E rro r  W ith in  Ss i+68 7,723 1,000 2,038 .252
W ith in  Ss 585 9,896 2,204 4,649
T o ta l 6k9 11,871 2,551 5 , I l f
I n i t i a l  A greem ent a n d  P in a l  A ccu ra cy
Source df
Control
I x 2 X xy T y 2 r
Between Groups 12 3 ,080 223 419 .062
Ss Between Groups 52 5 ,026 454 354
Between Ss 64 8 ,106 677 773
Between Periods 9 1,958 145 263
Periods x Groups 108 )'9 ,8 lT 6 ,370 5,166
Error Within Ss 1*68 35,138 315 2 , 5 ^ *033
Within Ss 585 86,713 6,830 7,975
Ib ta l 649 94,819 7 ,507 8 ,7 4 8
Source
Experimental 
df Z x2 ITxy T y 2 r
Between Groups 12 8 ,8 4 8 404 294 .251
Ss Between Groups 52 4 ,970 -  136 173
Between Ss 64 13,816 268 467
Between Periods 9 1,563 212 Q5
Periods x  Groups 108 44,278 1,599 2,526
Error Within Ss 468 38,338 645 2,038 • 073
Within Ss 585 84,179 2,456 4 ,649
Ib ta l 649 97,995 2 ,7 2 4 5,116
4 l
I n i t i a l  A ccu ra cy  a n d  A ttem p te d  L e a d e r sh ip
Control
Source df I x 2 ^ x y T  2 2-y
Between Groups 12 33^ 988 76,919
Ss Between Groups 52 1,099 3,825 165,918
Between Ss 64 1,1*33 4,813 242,837
Between Periods 9 279 -  571* 10,497
Periods x Groups 108 3,020 -  1 ,094 122,668
Error Within Ss 468 7,995 -  2 ,519 138,588
Within Ss 585 11,294 -  4,187 271,753
Ibtal 649 12,727 626 5ll*,590
Experimental
Source df T x 2 ^ x y X y 2
Between Groups 12 1*79 3,522 273,ll*l*
Ss Between Groups 52 1,1*96 5,102 257,760
Between Ss 64 1,975 8 ,624 530,904
Between Periods 9 57 199 20,183
Periods x Groups 108 2,116 -  1,605 121,218
Error Within Ss 468 7,723 15,231* 175,592
Within Ss 585 9,896 13,828 316,993
Total 649 11,871 22,452 847,897
• 195
-.0 7 7
r
.308
.lull.
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I n i t i a l  A greem ent and. A tte m p te d  L e a d e r sh ip
Source M
Control
Z x 2 X xy ^ y 2
Between Groups 12 3,080 7,857 76,919
Ss Between Groups 52 5,026 9,588 165,918
Between Ss 64 8,106 17,445 242,837
Between Periods 9 1,958 -  935 10,497
Periods x Groups 108 49,617 -  2,061 122,668
Error Within Ss 168 .35 ,138 3,199 138,588
Within Ss 585 86,713 -  203 271,758
Total 649 94,819 17,242 514,590
Source df
Experimental
Z x 2 X xy S' 2 2 .y
Between Groups 12 8,846 21,876 273,144
Ss Between Groups 52 4,970 13,160 257,760
Between Ss 64 13,816 35,036 530,904
Between Periods 9 1,563 -  383 20,183
Periods x Groups 108 44,278 -13,181 121,218
Error Within Ss 468 38,338 14,523 175,592
Within Ss 585 84,179 -  959 316,993
Total 649 97,995 34,077 847,897
.510
.0  46
r
.445
.177
Initial Accuracy and. Final Agreement
Source df
Control 
51 X2 5Txy X y 2 r
Between Groups 12 334- 160 7,933 - .0 9 8
Ss Between Groups 52 1,099 88 1,730
Between Ss 64 1,4-33 72 9,663
Between Periods 9 279 -  155 2,705
Periods x Groups 108 3,020 2,547 36,246
Error Within Ss 2*68 7,995 328 11,122 •035
Within Ss 585 11,294 2,720 50,073
Total 649 12,727 2,648 59,736
Source df
Experimental
I x 2 X x y X y 2 r
Between Groups 12 479 265 10,824 .116
Ss Between Groups 52 1,496 109 2,289
Between Ss 64 1,975 156 13,113
Between Periods 9 57 -  153 2,114 -
Periods x Groups 108 2,116 1,569 29,372
Error Within Ss 468 7,723 858 13,701 .064
Within Ss 585 9,896 2,774- 4-5,187
Total 649 11,871 2,430 58,300
I n i t ia l  Agreement and Final Agreement
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Control
Source df I x 2 X xy v  2 r
Between Groups 12 3 >080 69 7,933 ,014
Ss Between Groups 52 5 >026 715 1,730
Between Ss 64 8,106 784 9,663
Between Periods 9 l>958 48 2,705
Periods x Groups 108 4-9> 617 14,435 36,246.
Error Within Ss 468 35>138 4,319 11,122 .219
Within Ss 585 86,713 18,802 50,073
Total 64-9 94,819 19,586 59,736
Experimental
Source df 2"x^ 2 x y 2-y2 r
Between Groups 12 8,846 3,799 10,824 .388
Ss Between Groups 52 4,970 1,056 2,289
Between Ss 64 13>8 l 6 2,743 13,113
Between Periods 9 1>563 382 2 ,114
Periods x Groups 108 44,278 9 ,H 9 29,372
Error Within Ss 468 38,338 3,949 13,701 .173
Within Ss 585 84,179 13,450 45,187
Total 649 97,995 16,193 58,300
Initial Accuracy and Stability
Control
Source df Z x 2 2Txy S' 2 r
Between Groups 12 334 243 390 .6 7 3
Ss Between Groups 52 1,099 66 8 1,698
Between Ss 64 1,433 911 2,088
Between Periods 9 279 172 35i
Periods x Groups 108 3,020 1,280 2,357
Error Within Ss k6Q 7,995 1,918 7,127 .254-
Within Ss 535 11,294 3,370 9,835
Total 649 12,727
Experimental
4,281 11,923
Source df Z x 2 S  xy ^ y 2 r
Between Groups 12 479 339 333 .84-9
Ss Between Groups 52 1,496 1,472 1,960
Between Ss 64 1,975 1,811 2,293
Between Periods 9 57 3 104
Periods x Groups 108 2,116 1,291 1,754
Error Within Ss 468 7,723 5,125 8,014 .6 5 1
Within Ss 585 9,896 6,413 9,872
Total 649 11,871 8,224 12,165
Initial Agreement and Stability
Control
Source df Xx2 X xy X y 2 r
Between Groups 12 3,080 876 390 .8 0 0
Ss Between Groups 52 5,026 1 ,628 1 ,6 9 8
Between Ss 64 8,106 2 ,5 0 4 2 ,0 8 8
Between Periods 9 1,958 506 351
Periods x Groups 108 49,617 5 ,9 5 6 2 ,3 5 7
Error Within Ss 468 35,138 7,668 7 ,1 2 7 .4 8 5
W ithin Ss 585 86,713 1 -4 ,130 9 ,8 3 5
T ota l 649 9*6819 1 6 ,6 3 4 1 1 ,9 2 3
Experim ental
Source df l £ ^ x y STy2 r
Between Groups 12 8,8  46 1,385 333 .8 0 7
Ss Between Groups 52 4,970 2 ,296 1 ,9 6 0
Between Ss 64 13,816 3,681 2 ,2 9 3
Between Periods 9 1,563 80 1 0 4
Periods x Groups 108 44,278 5 ,045 1 ,7 5 4
Error Within Ss 468 38,338 8 ,4 3 7 8 ,0 1 4 .4 8 1
Within Ss 585 84,179 1-3,562 9 ,8 7 2
T otal 649 97,995 1-7 ,243 12 ,1 6 5
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APPENDIX B
Attraction and Esteem Cards Used In the Study
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3
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R
O
U
P
o
X
O
CO 0 9 <30 AH C 4 fs j —  •#» <Z3 S E A T X
W CO 0 9 c n c n C<J K J g j P H A S E K
- T
IF  Y O U  W ER E TO T A K E  T H IS  TES T  
A G A IN  FOR TH E SA M E R EAS O N S, TO 
W H A T  E X T E N T  W OULD YOU W AN T 
TO B E  R E T E S T E O  W IT H  TH IS  PRE­
S E N T  G R O U P ?
le v  U **l.C  M T F'iT  MUCH CLALo o . o ; o  o
IN D IC A T E  TH E E X T E N T  TO W H IC H  EACH M E M BER 'S  R E M O V A L  FR OM  
TH E G ROUP W O U LD  6 E  A LO SS TQ TH E GROUP'S E F F E C T IV E N E S S -
M E M B E R 'S  
S E A T  N U M B E R
LW>S LU'iS LOSS CCSS tOSS
0 0 0 . 0  0 - 
I 2 3 4  5
LOSS LOSS lOS3 V5SS LOSS
0  0  O ' O  0
1 E 3 4 5
fl  0
I 2 3 4  5
No L i l l i e  SO^C. m i *  A CHEAT 
LOSS ICV . LOSS LOSS LOSS
0 -0 - 0  0 0
1 2  3 4 5
LCSS LOSS LOSS LOSS LOSS
0 0 0 0. 0
1 2  3 4 5
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